Abstract. Key to our understanding of the temporal limits of attention as reflected in the attentional blink (AB) -the failure to report the second of two targets (T1 and T2) presented in close succession -is the detrimental impact of posttarget distractors, accounted for typically by the construct of masking. Within the context of the auditory AB, we tested the notion of masking by seeking to perceptually ''capture'' the T2 + 1 distractor away from the target-containing sequence to examine whether perceptual organizational factors could, instead, explain the action of T2 + 1. Using monaural sequences of tones, the presentation of T2 + 1 contralaterally to the rest of the sounds produced the AB. However, the AB was abolished when that contralateral T2 + 1 was perceptually grouped with an induction sequence of irrelevant tones presented to the contralateral ear. Such findings are consistent with a selection-based approach to the AB that emphasizes failure of inhibition and misselection while suggesting a diminished role for masking.
The cognitive system is selective: At any moment, goalrelevant stimuli must be given preference -that is, ''attended'' -over goal-irrelevant stimuli to maximize the possibility that appropriate information is used to control current action. Of particular interest in this article is the nature of temporal limitations on attentional selectivity and the putative role that masking between successive stimuli plays in producing these limitations. One robust behavioral manifestation of time-based constraints on attention is the attentional blink (AB; Raymond, Shapiro, & Arnell, 1992) : When monitoring a rapid stream of perceptual inputs for two particular target stimuli, there is a transient impairment in reporting the second target (T2) if it occurs within an interval of about half a second after the first target (T1). One key aspect of this phenomenon is that the mere presence of posttarget distractors is deemed essential for producing the AB. Classically, these posttarget distractor effects have been explained in terms of the concept of masking, a process whereby representations of events overwrite or obscure one another (for a review, see Enns, Visser, Kawahara, & Di Lollo, 2001 ; for discussions of the concept of masking more generally, see Breitmeyer, 1984) . Stimulated by more recent theories of the AB that emphasize the role of the dynamic processes involved in attentional selection (e.g., Nieuwenstein & Potter, 2006; Olivers, 2007) , we question in this article the ubiquitous construct of masking in relation to the AB. Our specific approach was to examine whether AB phenomena found in the auditory domain (e.g., Arnell & Jolicoeur, 1999; Duncan, Martens, & Ward, 1997; Soto-Faraco & Spence, 2002) that would appear at first glance to be due to masking (e.g., may be better explained by recourse solely to attentional selection and perceptual organization processes.
Much work has highlighted the supposed contribution of interference to the AB, especially that provided by the presence of a single posttarget item, usually referred to as a mask (see Enns et al., 2001) . The detrimental effects of a mask appear to be similar in both the visual and auditory AB (see Vachon & Tremblay, 2008 , for a review). Of particular importance, the presence of a distractor after T2 seems to be a necessary condition for the AB. Indeed, when all post-T2 items are removed from the sequence so that T2 is the last stimulus presented, the AB is abolished (e.g., in vision: Giesbrecht & Di Lollo, 1998; Vogel & Luck, 2002 ; in audition: . Moreover, merely delaying the presentation of the distractor that immediately follows T2 -namely the T2 + 1 item -leads to an attenuation of the AB (e.g., in vision: Brehaut, Enns, & Di Lollo, 1999; Giesbrecht & Di Lollo, 1998; in audition: Vachon & Tremblay, 2006) . Electrophysiological data have consistently shown that during the AB, the P3 wave -a component of the evoked potentials assumed to reflect consolidation in short-term memory -was virtually suppressed when a visual or an auditory T2 was immediately followed by T2 + 1 but was simply delayed if T2 was the last item presented (e.g., in vision: Dell'Acqua, Jolicoeur, Pesciarelli, Job, & Palomba, 2003; Vogel & Luck, 2002;  in both vision and audition: Arnell, 2006; Ptito, Arnell, Jolicoeur, & MacLoed, 2008) . Together, these findings suggest that T2 must be followed by at least one nontarget stimulus for a reliable AB. The detrimental impact of the T2 + 1 item is usually explained in terms of masking, using the notion of a structural bottleneck located at the point at which selected information from a perceptual stage is transferred to a shortterm memory store (e.g., Chun & Potter, 1995; Jolicoeur & Dell'Acqua, 1998) . While attentional resources are occupied with consolidating T1 into the short-term memory store (i.e., at short T1-T2 lags), the representation of T2 is likely to be degraded (i.e., masked) by a subsequent distractor (e.g., Bowman & Wyble, 2007; Enns et al., 2001; Giesbrecht & Di Lollo, 1998; Jolicoeur & Dell'Acqua, 1998) .
Whereas classical theories of the AB appeal to processes involved in consolidating representations of events in a capacity-limited store and to mechanisms that can impede such consolidation (e.g., masking), more recent theories place greater emphasis on the processes involved in the initial selection of the targets (e.g., Dux, Coltheart, & Harris, 2006; Dux & Harris, 2007; Nieuwenstein, 2006; Nieuwenstein, Chun, van der Lubbe, & Hooge, 2005; Nieuwenstein & Potter, 2006; Olivers & Watson, 2006) . Such theories account for the AB in terms of target selection and distractor inhibition with no explicit appeal to the concept of masking. For instance, the detrimental impact of the T2 + 1 item would not be due to its power to mask T2 but instead to a failure to inhibit T2 + 1 per se (Dux & Harris, 2007) .
Recent data have cast some doubt on the role of masking in the AB. Nieuwenstien, Potter, and Theeuwes (2009) reported reliable AB effects in the absence of distractors between the two targets (see also Vachon & Tremblay, 2008) and concluded that ''the root cause of the AB lies in the difficulty of attending to and encoding temporally discrete target events -not in the disruptive effects of distractors'' (p. 168). However, to question the contribution of masking interference to the AB solely on the basis of such findings would be unwarranted given that T1 masking is not usually seen as a causal factor in the AB (see Enns et al., 2001) . Hence, we emphasized the role of T2 + 1 as most AB theories consider the masking of T2 to be a prerequisite for the AB.
In this study, we questioned the power of the masking concept to explain temporal limits on attention by examining whether the effect of a T2 + 1 item on the AB may be better explained by factors other than masking. Specifically, we capitalized on perceptual organization processes in audition to challenge the ubiquitous role ascribed to masking and to test the viability of an alternative, selection-based approach (e.g., Dux & Harris, 2007; Nieuwenstein et al., 2005) . In the context of the auditory AB, we exploited a phenomenon established in the study of perceptual organization of sound known as auditory perceptual capture (cf. Bregman, 1990; Nicholls & Jones, 2002) : The tendency for a sequence of perceptually similar sounds to form a stream while at the same time perceptually isolating dissimilar members of the sequence 1 (Bregman & Rudnicky, 1975) . As perceptually grouped sounds tend to be selected or inhibited as a group (e.g., Bregman, 1990; Cusack & Carlyon, 2003; Duncan & Humphreys, 1989; Mondor & Terrio, 1998) , this phenomenon of perceptual capture was capitalized on previously by Nicholls and Jones (2002) to reveal the mechanism underlying the suffix effect: The impairment in the serial recall of the last few items of an auditory to-be-remembered list (i.e., auditory recency) by the addition of an irrelevant spoken item appended to the end of that list (e.g., Crowder & Morton, 1969) . While typically explained in terms of the suffix's power to mask the final to-be-remembered item within a capacity-limited store (e.g., Crowder & Morton, 1969) , Nicholls and Jones (2002) showed that the effect disappeared if the suffix was no longer perceptually grouped with the to-be-remembered list but instead with an induction sequence of auditory stimuli interleaved between the to-be-remembered items. Critically, this elimination of the suffix effect occurred even though the relationship of the suffix to the last to-be-remembered item -and hence its supposed power to mask that item -was unaltered. The results therefore favored a perceptual organization-based account of the suffix effect over ones based on masking.
We applied the capture technique employed by Nicholls and Jones (2002) to the rapid auditory presentation paradigm with the aim of moderating the effects of T2 + 1 on the AB. An attenuation of the AB when a T2 + 1 item -that is otherwise endowed with the power to produce an AB -is captured by (i.e., perceptually grouped with) an additional induction sequence of irrelevant tones would cast doubt on the explanatory power of masking in the AB. We employed monaural sequences of tones in which T2 + 1 was presented to the ear contralateral to the rest of the sounds ( Figure 1 , top panel). In this contralateral condition, both the sensory masking power of T2 + 1 and the tendency of T2 + 1 to group with the target sequence due to spatial proximity were minimized. If the AB is mediated mainly by masking, such a condition should strongly diminish the AB because T2 suffers far less sensory masking from T2 + 1 (e.g., Zwislocki, 1973) . From the standpoint of a selection-based approach, however, this contralateral condition would produce an AB on the grounds that the contralateral distractor should, during the AB, be difficult to inhibit along with the other distractors due to its perceptual isolation (i.e., it pops out) from those other distractors. The contralateral condition was contrasted with a contralateral + stream (or ''capture'') condition in which an induction stream composed of the rapid repetition of a distractor tone identical to the T2 + 1 tone was added to the contralateral ear to 1 It may be worth pointing out that the term capture has been used in different ways in the auditory perception and attention literatures. The widespread construct of attentional capture refers to a stimulus that elicits an involuntary shift of attention as a result of its perceptual distinctiveness from other stimuli. On the other hand, the expression perceptual capture relates to the integration of a stimulus into an unfolding perceptual stream by virtue of its similarity in timing or composition to the other stimuli in that stream. Whereas a stimulus can be said to capture (or automatically attract) attention when perceptually popping out from the rest of the stimuli, this study centered on the notion that a stimulus can be perceptually captured when it conforms to a stream of homogeneous stimuli.
promote grouping of T2 + 1 along with those distractors on the basis of spatial proximity and spectral similarity ( Figure 1 , middle panel). Given that perceptually grouped stimuli are thought to be inhibited as a group (e.g., Mondor & Terrio, 1998) , the incorporation of T2 + 1 within an induction sequence that is irrelevant to the task and presented to the to-be-ignored ear should facilitate T2 + 1 inhibition and, as a result, reduce its impact upon T2. On the other hand, if the phenomenon is subserved by low-level masking, the AB is expected to be as large as in the contralateral condition because the masking potential of the T2 + 1 item (i.e., its physical relationship to T2) is unaltered by the presence of the induction sequence. To ensure that any effects on the AB observed in the contralateral + stream condition would be the consequence of perceptual capture and not the presence of an induction sequence per se, we added a third condition that was identical to the contralateral + stream condition except that the T2 + 1 item was presented to the same ear as the sequence containing the targets, as in typical AB conditions (Figure 1 , bottom panel).
Whether masking plays an important role in the AB or not, this condition is expected to produce a reliable AB given that the target sequence is somewhat similar to typical AB conditions (i.e., all stimuli are presented from the same spatial location). Moving T2 + 1 to the ipsilateral ear should restore its sensory masking power and promote its grouping with the ''target stream'' on the basis of their spatial proximity.
Method Participants
Thirty-seven adults from Cardiff University, who reported normal hearing, volunteered to take part in the experiment in exchange for course credits.
Stimuli
Rapid auditory presentations consisted of a sequence of pure (distractor) and complex (target) tones. Sounds were digitally edited to a 16-bit resolution at a sampling rate of 44.1 kHz using Sound Forge. The distractor set comprised 12 pure tones whose frequencies were log-related, ranging from 500 to 900 Hz. T1, a complex tone composed of three log-related frequencies, was either high pitched (1,600, 2,014, and 2,535 Hz) or low pitched (1,350, 1,700, and 2,140 Hz). A complex tone composed of the first two harmonics served as T2 and was again either high pitched (1,250 and 2,500 Hz) or low pitched (1,050 and 2,100 Hz). All sounds lasted 40 ms, including 5-ms linear onset/offset amplitude ramps. Stimuli were monaurally presented either to the left ear or to the right ear via headphones at $ 65 dB(A).
Design and Procedure
A 3 · 5 repeated-measures design was employed with two factors: T2 + 1 condition (contralateral, contralateral + stream, and ipsilateral + stream) and Lag (1, 2, 3, 5, and 7). Figure 1 illustrates the rapid auditory presentations employed in each T2 + 1 condition. Whereas the T2 + 1 conditions were blocked, their order of presentation being counterbalanced across participants, lag varied randomly from trial to trial within each block. By blocking the T2 + 1 conditions, the occurrence of a contralateral distractor became highly predictable, minimizing its potential attention-capturing power.
At the beginning of each trial, a visual arrow pointing either to the left or to the right indicated to the participant the to-be-attended ear, that is, the ear to which the two targets were presented. The to-be-attended ear was chosen randomly on each trial. To-be-attended sequences always contained the two targets and the four possible T1-T2 combinations were equiprobable over trials. In each sequence, Figure 1 . Schematic diagram illustrating the rapid auditory presentations employed in this study. Each blank box represents a distractor, the black boxes correspond to the first (T1) and second (T2) targets, and the hatched boxes represent the tone corresponding to the T2 + 1 item. The tones lasted 40 ms each and were separated by a 60-ms interstimulus interval (ISI). Before each sequence, a visual arrow pointing either to the left or to the right indicated the to-be-attended ear, that is, the ear in which the two targets were presented. T2 + 1 could be presented either to the tobe-attended ear (ipsilateral) or to the to-be-ignored ear (contralateral). In the ''+stream'' conditions, a distractor corresponding to T2 + 1 is repeatedly presented (ISI = 10 ms) to the to-be-ignored ear. In all examples, the to-be-attended sequence is presented to the left ear and T2 occurs at Lag 3. distractors were randomly chosen, such that no distractor (a) occupied two consecutive positions in the sequence and (b) was presented more than twice. Tones were separated from each other by a 60-ms interstimulus interval. T1 could be randomly preceded by either 8 or 10 distractors. T2 could be presented immediately after T1 (Lag 1) or after one, two, four, or six distractors (corresponding to Lags 2, 3, 5, and 7, respectively). Each to-be-attended sequence ended by the presentation of a single distractor after T2. As for the other distractor tones, this T2 + 1 item was randomly selected on each trial from the distractor set. In the contralateral condition, T2 + 1 was presented to the to-be-ignored ear (i.e., contralaterally to the to-be-attended ear). In the two ''+stream'' conditions, a sequence composed of the fast repetition of the sound corresponding to the T2 + 1 item was presented to the to-be-ignored ear (interstimulus interval = 10 ms). This irrelevant stream contained twice as many sounds as the to-be-attended sequence in order to produce a faster rate of presentation designed to promote formation of a highly coherent auditory stream which, in turn, will promote the likelihood of perceptual capture (see Nicholls & Jones, 2002) . The stream was built so that each repetition of the T2 + 1 sound either coincided with the occurrence of a tone of the to-be-attended sequence or was interleaved between two tones of the to-be-attended sequence. In these ''+stream'' conditions, T2 + 1 was always played with no other concurrent sound, regardless of whether it was presented ipsilaterally (ipsilateral + stream) or contralaterally (contralateral + stream) to the to-be-attended sequence (see Figure 1) .
Participants took part in a single experimental session in which they carried out a pitch discrimination task for both T1 and T2. Prior to the session, participants could listen to each target sound individually as long as they needed in order to become familiarized with the tones before attempting any trials. The session started with three blocks of practice trials with feedback: Participants performed 28 trials with T1 only, 28 trials with T2 only, and then 28 trials with the two targets. Practice blocks were followed by three experimental blocks, one for each T2 + 1 condition. Each block started with six practice trials (with feedback) followed by 80 experimental trials (without feedback). After participants pressed the spacebar, the black arrow was displayed for 500 ms on the computer screen, followed 200 ms later by the presentation of a rapid auditory presentation over the headphones. After each sequence, participants indicated, without time pressure, whether each target was either high or low pitched by pressing the appropriate key, starting with T1 response.
Results
Figure 2 presents mean percentage of T1 correct identification as a function of lag for each T2 + 1 condition. The 3 · 5 repeated-measures ANOVA carried out on these data revealed that T1 identification was only affected by lag, F(4, 144) = 16.59, p < .001, d = 1.36, being lower at shorter lags. Neither the effect of T2 + 1 condition, F(2, 72) = 1.01, p = .369, d = 0.34, nor the interaction between the two factors, F(8, 288) = 1.73, p = .118, d = 0.44, reached significance.
As per convention in AB research, accuracy of T2 identification was computed using only those trials in which T1 was correctly reported. Given that T1 accuracy was lower than what is typically reported in AB studies, we also performed T2 accuracy analyses using means calculated on all trials and found the same pattern of results as when T2 identification was contingent upon correct T1 discrimination. Conditionalized T2 correct identification is plotted in Figure 3 as a function of lag for each T2 + 1 condition. Visual inspection of Figure 3 suggests that the AB obtained in the contralateral and ipsilateral + stream conditions was abolished in the contralateral + stream condition. A 3 · 5 repeated-measures ANOVA revealed a significant effect of T2 + 1 condition, F(2, 72) = 5.07, p < .01, d = 0.75, indicating that T2 was, overall, less accurately reported in the two ''+stream'' conditions than in the contralateral condition. Indeed, the presentation of an induction sequence diminished baseline performance -that is, T2 performance at longer lags (see Figure 3) . The effect of lag was also significant, F(4, 144) = 9.54, p < .001, d = 1.03. Most importantly, the two-way interaction was significant, F(8, 288) = 2.02, p < .05, d = 0.45. This interaction arose because the effect of lag was significant in the contralateral condition, F(4, 144) = 5.60, p < .001, d = 0.79, and ipsilateral + stream condition, F(4, 144) = 6.67, p < .001, d = 0.86, but not in the contralateral + stream condition, F(4, 144) = 1.18, p = .322, d = 0.36, suggesting that no AB occurred in the ''capture'' condition. Further scrutiny of this differential effect of lag across conditions was completed through the comparison of each T2 + 1 condition with one another. A first analysis comparing the contralateral and ipsilateral + stream conditions revealed no significant condition by lag interaction, F < 1, d = 0.15, which suggests that these two conditions showed similar AB effects. When the two ''+stream'' conditions were contrasted, the interaction between condition and lag was significant, F(4, 144) = 3.80, p < .01, d = 0.65. This interaction was due to the lower performance obtained at Lags 1 and 2 in the ipsilateral + stream condition (ps < .02, ds > 0.70), an indication that the AB was larger in the ipsilateral + stream condition than in the contralateral + stream condition. The comparison between the contralateral and the contralateral + stream conditions also showed a significant two-way interaction, F(4, 144) = 2.43, p = .05, d = 0.52. This time, however, the difference between the conditions occurred at longer lags, being significant at Lags 3 and 5 (ps < .04, ds > 0.61) and approaching significance at Lag 7 (p < .07, d = 0.51). At first blush, this pattern of results may cast some doubt about the success of our perceptual capture technique in reducing the AB. However, this pattern is simply attributable to the lower baseline performance observed in the contralateral + stream condition. Although the induction sequence led to a reduction in overall accuracy -the presence of additional distractor tones may have rendered the extraction of target information harder more generally -it nevertheless promoted T2 identification during the AB period so that performance at short lags showed no more deficit compared to long lags. Accordingly, the AB found in the contralateral condition can indeed be said to be larger than in the contralateral + stream condition.
Discussion
The present results can be summarized as follows: Presenting the T2 + 1 stimulus contralaterally to the rest of a rapid auditory sequence of tones produced a reliable time-locked deficit similar to those observed in previous auditory AB studies using binaural presentations (e.g., Arnell & Jolicoeur, 1999; . This AB was abolished in the presence of a contralateral induction sequence but was restored by moving the T2 + 1 item to the ipsilateral ear. This pattern of results clearly demonstrates that the impact of the T2 + 1 item (or T2 ''mask'') can be modulated by manipulating its relation to the surrounding sounds, confirming the fundamental role played by perceptual organization in the auditory AB (see also Vachon & Tremblay, 2008) .
The present results raise doubts regarding the contribution of masking to the AB in which T2 is said to be missed because its unconsolidated perceptual representation is overwritten by the subsequent stimulus (e.g., Giesbrecht & Di Lollo, 1998; Jolicoeur & Dell'Acqua, 1998) . Indeed, there is no need to invoke the concept of masking to account for the present results: Two conditions that afforded the exact same propensity for masking T2 produced different results: The AB obtained in the contralateral condition disappeared in the contralateral + stream condition despite the presentation of the same physical T2 + 1. This finding indicates that T2 + 1 was rendered impotent by the induction sequence even though its masking power was unaltered. In fact, the abolition of the AB in the contralateral + stream condition mimics the usual effects of presenting no ''mask'' after T2 (e.g., Giesbrecht & Di Lollo, 1998; in spite of the presence of such a ''mask''. The failure of a masking approach to explain the present findings does not indicate that no masking occurs in the context of rapid serial presentations. Nevertheless, the present results suggest that target masking does not always mediate the limitations reflected in the auditory AB (see McLaughlin, Shore, & Klein, 2001 , for similar conclusions in the visual domain).
The elimination of the AB in the contralateral + stream condition cannot be ascribed to the mere repetitive presentation of the sound serving ultimately as the T2 mask per se because a reliable AB was obtained in the ipsilateral + stream condition, in which the same induction sequence was presented. It might be argued that repeating the same tone would have caused receptors to become habituated, thereby reducing the masking efficacy of the contralateral T2 + 1 distractor. However, this seems unlikely given that Nicholls and Jones (2002) established that perceptual capture effects are not due to some sort of receptor habituation. For example, the abolition of the suffix effect is found whether the induction sequence comprised the repetition of the stimulus corresponding to the suffix or comprised a sequence of different sounds ascending in pitch where the suffix constituted the last sound (Nicholls & Jones, 2002) .
Overall, the present findings are more consistent with a ''misselection'' account of the AB. This account proposes that attentional selectivity operates sluggishly during the AB (e.g., Nieuwenstein et al., 2005) , altering the efficiency of excitatory and inhibitory selection mechanisms (e.g., Dux & Harris, 2007; Olivers & Watson, 2006) . Nieuwenstein et al. (2005 Nieuwenstein et al. ( , 2009 ; see also Nieuwenstein, 2006) proposed that the AB is the consequence of a delay between the detection of a potential target (e.g., T2) and the selection of that target for consolidation: ''Shortly after selecting T1, attention shifts only slowly to T2, leading to the inadvertent selection and processing of the item following the target on many trials'' (Nieuwenstein, 2006, p. 973) . Accordingly, T2 + 1 effects might be better explained in terms of a misselection of a stimulus rather than the degradation of the representation of T2 by masking. This idea is consistent with studies showing that, during the AB, a predominant error is to report T2 + 1 instead of T2 (e.g., Chun, 1997; Isaak, Martin, & Shapiro, 1999; Vul, Nieuwenstein, & Kanwisher, 2008) . If T2 + 1 can be ''correctly'' reported along with T1, this suggests that new information can be consolidated even when presented during the ''typical'' AB period, which does not harmonize with the bottleneck framework in which the masking view is embedded. For example, it may be the case that optimal inhibition of distractors in a rapid sequence can only occur when those distractors are presented outside the AB period (Dux & Harris, 2007) . Thus, misselection is likely to be promoted by the failure to inhibit the T2 + 1 item during the AB. As a result, factors affecting post-T2 distractor inhibition, such as perceptual organization, should also influence the expression of the AB. In this study, the inhibition of the contralateral T2 + 1 item was facilitated by its tendency to perceptually group with the stimuli forming the to-be-ignored induction sequence based on pitch and location similarity. Hence, the likelihood of misselecting T2 + 1 to the detriment of T2 was reduced, thereby abolishing the AB.
The mere presence of an AB in the contralateral condition can also be taken as supporting evidence for the ''misselection'' view. Indeed, studies of auditory backward recognition masking revealed that a contralateral posttarget item can be as detrimental to target correct recognition as an ipsilateral posttarget stimulus, but only if the two conditions are performed within the same block of trials. When contralateral and ipsilateral conditions are blocked, as in this study, the target suffered far less interference from the contralateral than the ipsilateral distractor (e.g., Hawkins & Presson, 1977; Kallman & Morris, 1984) . Based on electrophysiological data, Winkler and Näätänen (1992) concluded that listeners can selectively ignore -that is, inhibit -a contralateral posttarget distractor when its ear of presentation is easily predictable, such as under blocked conditions. In the present experiment, the fact that the contralateral T2 + 1 item was still disruptive on T2 discrimination (at short lags) even though its ear of presentation was highly predictable is consistent with the idea of failure of inhibition during the AB (cf. Dux & Harris, 2007 ).
An alternative explanation for the presence of the AB in the contralateral condition is that attention was involuntarily attracted by the contralateral presentation of T2 + 1, which popped out from the rest of the stimuli as a result of its spatial isolation. On this account, the AB did not occur because of a failure to inhibit the contralateral T2 + 1 and hence its inadvertent selection instead of T2, but rather because it captured attention away from T2 and prevented the processing of the target. This possibility is rather unlikely, however. First, the blocking of the conditions made the occurrence of T2 + 1 to the unattended ear highly expectable, reducing its attention-capturing power. Second, it has been shown that attentional capture from distractors is more likely to affect the AB when distractors share common characteristics with the targets (e.g., Nieuwenstein, 2006; Visser, Bischof, & Di Lollo, 2004; Wee & Chua, 2004) , which was not the case in this study. In addition to the difference in the ear of presentation, T2 and T2 + 1 were qualitatively (complex vs. pure tone) as well as quantitatively different (pitch always higher for T2). Third, the disruptive impact of attentional capture on T2 performance should not be limited to short lags but spread instead to all lags. However, T2 performance at longer lags was higher in the contralateral condition than in the two other conditions (see Figure 3) . Finally, if attention was captured by the contralateral T2 + 1, it should not only affect T2 but also T1 performance, at least at short lags, when attention is said to still be occupied with the processing of T1. As shown in Figure 2 , there was no modulation of T1 performance by T2 + 1 condition.
Although the current reconstrual of the auditory ABthat is, one that eschews the concept of masking -ensues from the use of a technique that is primarily auditory in nature, the present conclusions can nonetheless be extended to the visual domain. Indeed, most findings from the visual AB literature regarding the interference suffered by T2 by trailing items can be reinterpreted in terms of misselection. For instance, removing or simply delaying the presentation of the T2 + 1 distractor leads to smaller ABs (e.g., Brehaut et al., 1999; Giesbrecht & Di Lollo, 1998) because it reduces the likelihood of erroneously identifying that stimulus instead of T2. Perhaps the most striking evidence for the misselection view comes from studies revealing the impact of ''conceptual'' (or high-level) interference on target stimuli (e.g., Chun & Potter, 1995; Drew & Shapiro, 2006; Dux & Coltheart, 2005; Isaak et al., 1999) . For instance, Dux and Coltheart (2005) showed that the effects on the AB of physically identical posttarget items -thus, with the same masking power -depended on whether they were perceived as being part of the same category as or a different category from the targets. We suggest that the construct of masking is superfluous in accounting for contextual effects such as those reported in Dux and Coltheart (2005) just as it is in the context of the present results. Indeed, there is ample evidence that the perception of a particular stimulus depends to a great extent on the context in which it is embedded (e.g., Duncan & Humphreys, 1989; Mondor & Terrio, 1998) . Given that the global properties of the whole sequence of distractors can modulate the AB (e.g., Chun & Potter, 1995; Tremblay, Vachon, & Jones, 2005) , it may be more parsimonious to account for the effects of posttarget items and those of the rest of the distractors using the same excitatory and inhibitory mechanisms, whose action would depend on the attentional set and on the context (i.e., the sequence) in which the stimuli are embedded, with no recourse to an additional masking mechanism (see also Nieuwenstein et al., 2009 ).
This study helps to reveal the nature of the temporal limits of attention by highlighting the veracity of an excitatory/inhibitory-based approach to the AB as revealed here through the impact of perceptual organization on the auditory variant of the phenomenon. Even though the present findings cannot be taken to completely refute the contribution of masking to the AB generally, they clearly show that, in some cases at least, the impact of misselection and failure of inhibition may be masquerading as masking. It is plausible that masking and misselection both contribute to the AB, although these two concepts may be difficult to integrate into a single framework. Indeed, the construct of masking is an important facet of the ubiquitous bottleneck account of the AB, which is rather underspecified to account for the importance of stimulus selection and perceptual organization. Recently, Vachon and Tremblay (2008) sought to address this shortfall by proposing that the constraints imposed on the selection of information at a first stage of processing -such as those produced by the perceptual organization of events into objects -are specific to each modality and that these modulate limitations at a second, short-term consolidation stage of processing. Nevertheless, the current findings are parsimoniously accounted for by a more process-based approach to temporal information processing that emphasizes the dynamics of attentional selectivity rather than structural entities prone to interference through masking.
